is the case, then would not incompatibilism itself seem to be incompatible with many of our most deeply held beliefs about the type of respect, praise and blame merited by persons?
In what follows we will address these issues by outlining the arguments for restrictive incompatibilism and then by discussing some responses to this position. In particular, we will argue that one can accept incompatibilism without a fortiori being committed to the restrictivist position. That is, we will maintain that one can accept the thesis that freedom to do otherwise is incompatible with causal determinism without implicitly being committed to the further conclusion that "rarely, if ever, is anyone able to do otherwise than he in fact does" (p. 405). In taking this position, we do not intend to argue for the truth of causal determinism or incompatibilism, but rather to argue against the restrictivists' claim that the logic behind the incompatibilist position requires that any incompatibilist also accept severe restrictions on freedom to do otherwise. Finally we will argue that, irrespective of our earlier criticisms, restrictive incompatibilists cannot (as van Inwagen suggests they can) provide a satisfying theory of moral accountability while still remaining within the classical tradition (which accepts that such accountability requires freedom to do otherwise).
I. From Incompatibilism to Restrictive Incompatibilism
Let us begin by considering why incompatibilists purportedly must find themselves with little, if any, freedom to do otherwise. The restrictivist argues that the incompatibilist position rests upon a rule of inference termed 'Rule Beta'. Beta says that "from Np and N(p D q) deduce Nq" (where "'Np' stands for 'p and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p"') (pp. 404-5). To appreciate the reason for this stress on Rule Beta we need only digress for a moment to consider one form of the Consequence Argument which persuades the restrictive incompatibilist that free will is not compatible with causal determinism:4
Rule Alpha: From Zp deduce Np.
('E' represents "standard necessity": truth in all possible circumstances.)
Rule Beta: From Np and N(p D q) deduce Nq. Now let 'P' represent any true proposition whatever. Let 'L' represent the conjunction into a single proposition of all laws of nature. Let 'Po' represent a proposition that gives a complete and correct description of the whole world at some instant in the remote past-before there were any human beings. If determinism is true, then E(Po & L. D P). We argue from the consequence of this as follows. If the above argument is sound, then determinism entails that no one has a choice about what she does; hence, determinism is incompatible with freedom to do otherwise. Since the restrictive incompatibilist insists that no one reasonably could take issue with either of the premises or Rule Alpha, he concludes that the soundness of the incompatibilist argument depends upon the validity of Beta. Indeed van Inwagen goes so far as to say that "if one accepts Beta, one should be an incompatibilist, and if one is an incompatibilist, one should accept Beta" (p. 405).
The next step in the restrictivist argument is to claim that any person who accepts Beta should also accept a similar rule of inference termed 'Beta-prime'. Beta-prime tells us that "from Nx,p and Nx,(p D q) deduce Nx,q" (where the two-place operator 'N' is used as follows: 'Nx,p' abbreviates 'p and x now has no choice about whether p') (p. 408). When an agent has no choice about whether a proposition (or statement) obtains we will say that that proposition is "power necessary" for him.
Finally the restrictivist presents three arguments to show that if Beta-prime is valid then (even if causal determinism is false) we are not able to do otherwise in three types of cases which represent the majority of all actions. We will discuss the details of these arguments in section III; here we need only note the three cases. The first is one of duty unopposed by inclination; that is, "no one is able to perform an act he considers morally reprehensible" (p. 405). The second case is one of unopposed inclination; thus, "no one is able to do anything that he wants very much not to do and has no countervailing desire to do it" (p. 406). The third case is one in which we act without reflection or deliberation; thus "if we regard an act as the one obvious thing or the only sensible thing to do, we cannot do anything but that thing" (p. 406). Given these points, the restrictivist concludes that the only times an agent is free to do otherwise are times in which the agent is confronted with conflicting alternatives such that, even after reflection, it is not obvious to him what to do. Such conflict situations, van Inwagen tells us, occur rarely and can be divided into three general categories: (1) "Buridan's Ass" cases,5 (2) cases in which duty or general policy conflicts with inclination or momentary desire, and (3) cases in which one must choose between incommensurable values.6
Since the restrictivist holds that all incompatibilists must accept Beta and hence Beta-prime, and that anyone who accepts Beta-prime must concede that we cannot do otherwise in the cases which make up the majority of all our actions, he therefore concludes that "the incompatibilist must hold that being able to do otherwise is a comparatively rare condition, even a very rare condition" (p. 404).
II. Who Needs Beta?
Before getting involved in the details of the restrictivist's individual arguments, we should note that an immediate way to circumvent his conclusion is simply to deny the initial contention that "... if one is an incompatibilist, one should accept Beta."7 To support this denial a nonrestrictive incompatibilist could simply refer to any of a number of formulations of the Consequence Argument for incompatibilism which do not explicitly make use of modal principles akin to Beta.8 If valid, these arguments apparently would give one reason to accept incompatibilism without also requiring one to accept Beta or Beta-prime. Then, even if all of the restrictivist's remaining arguments should prove to be valid, one could accept incompatibilism without having any corresponding commitment to accept the restrictivist's conclusion that we rarely, if ever, have free will.
In response to this type of objection the restrictive incompatibilist might insist that all formulations of the Consequence Argument, even those which aren't explicitly formulated using Beta, must implicitly depend upon some rule of inference similar to Beta. Such a response is suggested by van Inwagen's own claim that all three of his formulations of the Consequence Argument in An Essay On Free Will should "stand or fall together."9 This claim is particularly germane to our discussion, because only van Inwagen's third argument explicitly depends upon Beta. Nevertheless, he writes: "I am quite sure that any specific and detailed objection to one of the arguments can be fairly easily translated into specific and detailed objections to the others; and I think that any objection to one of the arguments will be a good objection to that argument if and only if the corresponding objections to the others are good objections to them."10 Van Inwagen is not alone in holding this view. Even some compatibilists, who in other respects want to take issue with van Inwagen's reasoning, agree with his intuition that any respectable form of the argument for incompatibilism must depend upon some type of inference akin to Beta. Pursuing this intuition, such compatibilists have sought to attack the incompatibilist's position by blocking the modal inference on which it purportedly rests. One such "beta-blocker," Michael Slote, writes: "I want to argue, in particular, that the arguments of GLVW [Carl Ginet, James Lamb, Peter van Inwagen, and David Wiggins] all rest on the questionable form of inference, the very inference from the double modality of 'Np' and 'N(p D q) ' to 'Nq' which marks the superiority of the new kind of argument to earlier defenses of incompatibilism.""l Further support for this position is found in Terence Horgan's comment that "Slote has described well the deep family resemblances among the various formulations [of the Consequence Argument for incompatibilism], and he too has suggested that the different versions probably stand or fall together."12 This shared opinion on the part of compatibilists and incompatibilists alike, along with the debate over the validity of Beta to which it has given rise, support the restrictivist's contention that anyone who accepts any formulation of the Consequence Argument implicitly is committed to accepting Beta. Thus, the restrictivist might seem to be on firm ground when he insists that "if one is an incompatibilist, one should accept Beta" and with it (assuming the soundness of his subsequent arguments) restrictive incompatibilism.
Nevertheless, we want to argue that this claim is false. Admittedly, many formulations of the Consequence Argument do depend upon intuitions similar to those which underlie Beta. However, the argument for incompatibilism can be formulated in such a way that it does not explicitly make use of Beta, and hence the onus remains on the restrictivist to show how such arguments do, in fact, commit their proponents to accepting Beta.13
To illustrate this point consider the following sketch of an argument which is adapted from a parallel argument concerning the incompatibility of God's foreknowledge and free will.14 The argument rests upon two principles which are controversial though not implausible. The first principle expresses the fixity of the past; it says not only that one cannot causally affect the past, but also that one cannot so act that the past would have been different from what it actually was. The fixity of the past principle can be formulated as follows:
(FP) For any action Y, agent S, and time T, if it is true that if S were to do Y at T, some fact about the past relative to T would not have been a fact, then S cannot at T do Y at T.
The second principle expresses the fixity of the laws; in a manner similar to FP it says not only that one cannot causally change the laws, but also that one cannot so act that the laws of nature would have been different from what they actually are.15 The fixity of the laws principle can be formulated as follows:
(FL) For any action Y, and agent S, if it is true that if S were to do Y, some natural law which actually obtains would not obtain, then S cannot do Y. Now consider some act X which agent A actually refrains from doing at T2. Taking determinism to be the thesis that a complete description of the world at T in conjunction with a complete formulation of the laws entails every subsequent truth, then if determinism is true, and S1 is the total state of the world at T1, one of the following conditionals must be true:
(1) If A were to do X at T2, SI would not have been the total state of the world at T1. (2) If A were to do X at T2, then some natural law which actually obtains would not obtain. (3) If A were to do X at T2, then either SI would not have been the total state of the world at T1, or some natural law which actually obtains would not obtain.
But if (1) is true, then (via FP) A cannot do X at T2; similarly, if (2) is true, then (via FL) A cannot do X at T2. Finally, if (1)'s truth implies that A cannot do X at T2 and (2)'s truth implies that A cannot do X at T2, then it follows that if (3) is true, then A cannot do X at T2. The conclusion of this argument is that if determinism is true, then A cannot do anything other than what he actually does at T2. Generalizing this result, the incompatibilist claims that if determinism is true none of us is free to do other than what he does.
The importance of the argument for our purposes, however, it not to raise yet one more banner for incompatibilism.16 Rather, the argument serves to illustrate that the debate over incompatibilism should not be reduced to a discussion about the validity of Beta. Incompatibilists share basic beliefs about the relationships between free will, determinism, the fixity of the past and the fixity of the laws. But these beliefs can find expression in different forms of argument, not all of which necessarily involve the same commitments. Such arguments show that an incompatibilist can consistently adhere to her position without automatically being committed to Beta or restrictive incompatibilism.17 As we pointed out above, van Inwagen claims that incompatibilism depends upon Beta, but we have presented an argument for incompatibilism which does not appear to depend in any way upon Beta. We thus conclude that van Inwagen's claim is false. Further, if we are correct, then Slote's strategy (in what has been described by Dennett as a "pioneering article") is not nearly so promising as it might have been supposed to be.18 Slote alleges that there are counterexamples to modal principles structurally analogous to Beta, and he suggests that Beta is similarly flawed. He concludes that incompatibilism should be rejected. We take issue with Slote's claim that Beta is flawed.19 But what is relevant to our discussion here is that even if Slote were correct and Beta were invalid, one could generate versions of the troubling argument for incompatibilism. Thus, a Beta-blocking strategy cannot easily assuage the panic that might issue from the incompatibilist's argument.
There is another approach which claims that Beta is not necessary in order to generate the incompatibilist's argument. Bernard Berofsky has recently argued that one can develop the argument without the use of Beta.20 Berofsky presents what he calls a 'system of contingent necessity'. This sort of system validates the following kind of principle, with certain restrictions:
Whereas it is often alleged that this sort of move involves a modal fallacy, Berofsky attempts to justify this inference (with suitable restrictions on the substitution-instances of the propositional variables), and he claims that it provides a way of formulating the incompatibilist's argument in a valid fashion. We share with Berofsky the claim that the incompatibilist's argument does not require Beta. But if we are correct, then the incompatibilist's argument does not even require the validity of Berofsky's principle and his system of contingent necessity.21 It is useful to see that the incompatibilist's argument does not require any modal principle similar to Beta.
Clearly, the above considerations-that the incompatibilist's argument can be formulated in various ways without the use of Beta-do not in any way bear on the validity of Beta.22 We, in fact, are of the opinion that Beta might well be one of those intractable principles which seems valid but which can neither be easily proved nor disproved. Recognizing this, the restrictive incompatibilist might contend that, independently of its decisive role in many arguments for incompatibilism, Beta should be accepted by all incompatibilists simply because Beta is valid. And these grounds alone would be sufficient to confirm the restrictivist's position.
For the sake of argument, let us entertain this claim. Let us consider that Beta may well be valid, or at the very least that incompatibilists of the van Inwagen sort are committed to its validity. Does it now follow that such incompatibilists must also be restrictive incompatibilists? To evaluate this question, we turn to van Inwagen's three arguments that purportedly establish that if Beta is valid, then rarely, if ever, is one free to do otherwise.
III. Free to Ignore the Obvious
In order to show that most of the time one is not able to do otherwise, the restrictivist presents a series of three arguments. In the first, he argues that no one is able to act in a manner that he considers morally indefensible. The argument runs as follows:
(1) N I, (I regard A as indefensible). The intuitive idea behind the argument is that at this moment I don't have any choice about the fact that I now consider some action A indefensible, and I also don't have any choice about its being the case that if I regard an action as being morally indefensible then I am not going to do it; these two premises being true, it follows that at this moment I'm not going to do A and I don't have any choice about this. In short, it is power necessary for me that I am not going to do A. Generalizing the results of this argument the restrictivist concludes that "no one is able to perform an act he considers morally reprehensible" (p.405).
Van Inwagen (our model restrictive incompatibilist) then extends the type of reasoning used in this argument about morally indefensible actions to two other cases which, he claims, constitute the majority of all actions: (1) cases of unopposed inclination in which we want very much to do one thing and have no opposing desires; and (2) cases of unreflective action in which we know what the obvious thing to do is after little if any deliberation. In the case of unopposed inclination, we are asked to consider an example in which a person, Nightingale, is anxiously awaiting a phone call which he very much desires to receive. Nightingale has a very strong desire to answer the phone, and no countervailing desires not to do so. The question is: Can Nightingale refrain from answering the phone? The restrictivist reasons that he cannot, and in support of this conclusion he offers the same argument-form used above. Skipping the formalization, the rough idea behind the argument is as follows: (1) At this moment Nightingale does not have any choice about the fact that he very much desires to answer the phone, and (2) he also has no choice about its being the case that if he very much desires to answer the phone (and he has no countervailing desire to refrain from doing so), then he is going to answer the phone; these two premises being true, it follows that at this moment Nightingale is going to answer the phone and he doesn't have any choice about this. Van Inwagen concludes that "no one is able to do anything that he wants very much not to do and has no countervailing desire to do it" (p. 406).
In the last argument, which is supposed to cover the broadest range of actions, the restrictivist turns to actions which "with little or no deliberation...just seem-or would seem if we reflected on them at all-to be the obvious thing to do in the circumstances" (p. 412). Again we are asked to consider a situation in which a phone rings and a person immediately answers it without giving the matter a second thought. Following the same style of reasoning as in the Nightingale example, the argument claims that the agent is not free to refrain from answering the phone. Roughly the argument runs as before: (1) At the moment the phone rings, the person has no choice about the fact that he has no reason not to answer the phone immediately or to deliberate about answering it; (2) furthermore, he has no choice about its being the case that if he hasn't any reason not to answer the phone then he is going to answer it. From these two premises it follows that at the moment the phone rings, the agent is going to answer it and he has no choice about this. Generalizing this conclusion and that of the preceding argument van Inwagen concludes:
There are therefore, few occasions in life on which-at least after a little reflection and perhaps some investigation into the facts-it isn't absolutely clear what to do And if the above arguments are correct, then an incompatibilist should believe that on such occasions the agent cannot do anything other than the thing that seems to him to be clearly the only sensible thing to do" (p 415) Does an incompatibilist have to accept this conclusion? We think not. To challenge these arguments, we want to take issue with the second premise in each. The most detailed defense of premise (2) is offered in the first argument, here van Inwagen maintains that the second premise is true because the following conditional is a necessary truth and no one has a choice about a necessary truth.
(CI) If X regards A as an indefensible act, given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he has no way of getting further relevant information, and if he lacks any positive desire to do A, and if he sees no objection to not doing A (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then X is not going to do A (p. 407).23
Van Inwagen claims that the restrictivist's three arguments are similar, and thus we assume that van Inwagen imagines that there are conditionals parallel to (Cl) which are supposed to support the parallel premisses of the latter two arguments. Here, we will begin by discussing the latter two argumentspertaining to unopposed inclination and unreflective action. We will deny the claim that the relevant conditionals successfully support the second premises of these arguments. We shall focus our remarks on the argument concerning unopposed inclination; this argument appears to us to be the stronger of the latter two restrictivist arguments, and the considerations adduced against it can readily be applied to the third argument. Then we will turn to van Inwagen's first argument-concerning indefensible actions. Although we are departing from van Inwagen's order of presentation, our criticism can be developed more naturally in this fashion.
In his second argument, the restrictivist argues that in cases of unopposed inclination the agent cannot do other than what he actually does (despite the intuitive impression that he can so act). The argument has the same form as the argument concerning indefensible actions sketched above, but now the second premise (upon which we shall concentrate) is:
(2) N X, (X has an unopposed inclination to do A D X is going to do A).
And parallel to the conditional which allegedly supports the second premise of the argument about indefensibility, we have: (C2) If X very much desires to do some act A given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he has no way of getting further relevant information, and if he lacks any positive desire to perform any act other than A, and if he sees no objection to doing A and refraining from doing anything else (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then the person is not going to do anything other than A.
Now, the only way in which (C2) can support premise two of the argument is if (C2) is power necessary for the relevant agent. That is, (C2) must be true and X must have no choice about whether C2 is true. (This is parallel to the point made above that it is in virtue of the fact that no one has any choice about the truth of (CI) that premise (2) of the first argument is supported.)
The problem with the argument can be made clear by employing the following rather familiar sort of strategy. (C2) admits of two interpretations. On one interpretation, (C2) is plausibly thought to be true and power necessary, but it does not support the second premise of the argument. And on the other interpretation the second premise is supported but (C2) is not plausible. Thus, there is no interpretation according to which it is the case that both (C2) is plausibly thought to be power necessary and the relevant premise of the argument is true.
Let us first consider the interpretation according to which (C2) is plausibly taken to be true and power necessary. This interpretation is motivated by the basic idea that action requires some sort of "pro-attitude"-say, a desire. That is, it might be argued that actions are distinguished from mere events in virtue of being preceded (in a suitable way) by special sorts of events: "volitions." Further, it might be claimed that a volition must be based (in a suitable way) on at least some desire. If these claims were true, it would follow that it would be impossible for an agent to perform an action without having some desire to do so. We suppose that the necessity of desire for action could be posited even by a theorist who does not believe in volitions. In any case, it is a plausible conceptual claim that it is impossible for an agent to perform an action without having some desire to perform the action in question.24
The key point is that the alleged conceptual truth cannot support premise two of the argument. Note that the alleged conceptual truth can be regimented as follows:
(C2*) It is not possible that the following state of affairs obtain: that X performs an act other than A without having any desire to perform such an act.
And note further that (C2*) does not imply (2) N, X (X has an unopposed desire to do A D X is going to do A).
As long as there is no obstacle to the agent's having the desire to do other than A during the relevant temporal interval, we believe that (2) can be false compatibly with the truth of (C2*). (2) would be false if, despite the fact that X has an unopposed desire to do A, he could refrain from doing A; and, given that (during the relevant temporal period) X can acquire this sort of desire, we believe that it is reasonable to suppose that X can do other than A. (We will argue for this below.) That (C2 *) fails to imply (2) can be seen by considering this simple analogy. It is uncontroversially true that it is not possible that the following state of affairs obtain at all points in some temporal interval: Jones is sitting and Jones is standing up. But this conceptual truth does not imply that, if Jones is sitting at some point in some temporal interval, then Jones cannot stand at some point in that interval. Thus, even if (C2 *) were true-and it does seem plausible to us-it would not successfully secure the truth of the second premise of van Inwagen's argument. Now let us interpret (C2) such that it does entail (2):
(C2 * *) If X does not desire to do other than A, X cannot do other than A.
We concede that (C2 * *) supports (2), but at the price of plausibility. This is because, even if an agent does not actually desire to do other than A, he might well have the ability (during the relevant temporal interval) to generate such a desire, and to act on this desire. And it is extremely implausible to suppose that agents quite generally lack the power to generate the relevant sorts of desires. We elaborate. Just about anybody can summon up the worry that he is not free to do otherwise. That is, one can worry that, despite the pervasive intuitive feeling that frequently we have genuine freedom to do various things, we do not in fact have such freedom. (Indeed, anyone who thinks about the restrictivist's argument certainly has reason to worry that he might not be free to do otherwise in many contexts.) This worry can then generate some reason (perhaps, a desire) to do otherwise simply to prove that one can do so.25 Thus, barring special circumstances-to which the restrictivist does not allude in his arguments-even an agent who actually does not have any desire to do other than A can have the power to generate such a desire (during the relevant temporal interval). And insofar as: (i) the agent can generate the desire to do other than A, (ii) the agent can try to act on this desire, and (iii) if he were to try to act on this desire, he would succeed, then we believe that the agent can (during the relevant temporal interval) do other than A.26 The leading idea here is that there is no reason to suppose that agents generally lack the power to generate (in some way or another) reasons to do otherwise, the power to try to act on those reasons, or the power to succeed in so acting.
Consider van Inwagen's own example in which Nightingale wants very much to answer the phone as soon as it rings. If Nightingale can call to mind the doubt that he is able to do otherwise in such situations, this very doubt can give him a reason to pause before picking up the receiver. (Perhaps he simply does not answer the phone on the first ring, but waits until it rings five times; this suffices, he might feel, to prove he was free to do otherwise.) In this scenario, Nightingale's worry has transformed a normally routine phone call into a situation in which Nightingale must decide between two conflicting desires: (1) a desire to answer the phone as soon as it rings, and (2) a desire to prove to himself that he doesn't have to answer it as soon as it rings. We claim that insofar as: (i) the agent can generate a desire of the second sort, (ii) he can try to act on this desire, and (iii) if the agent were to try to act on this sort of desire, he would succeed in doing other than A, then the agent can (during the relevant temporal period) do other than A, even though he actually lacks any desire to do other than A. 27 We believe that the above considerations show that, even if an agent actually lacks any desire to perform a given act, he can perform that action, insofar as certain conditions are met. These conditions involve the ability to generate certain reasons and to translate these reasons into action. Further, we suggested that it is extremely plausible to suppose that (absent special assumptions about causal determinism or particular psychological or physical impairments) these conditions are frequently met.28 Thus, we believe that (C2 * *) is not in general true. We have argued, then, that whereas (C2 *) is plausible, it does not imply (2); and whereas (C2**) implies (2), it is not plausible.
In order more clearly to highlight our position, it is useful to consider the complaint that we have simply missed van Inwagen's point.29 Van Inwagen's claim is that if in some possible world, WI, Nightingale has a strong, unopposed inclination to answer the phone as soon as it rings, then, Nightingale is going to answer the phone as soon as it rings and he is not able in WI to do otherwise. But-the objector continues-all your reconstruction of the example shows is that if in some other possible world, W2, Nightingale's motivational set is changed so that he has two conflicting inclinations, then Nightingale in W2 is able to refrain from answering the phone as soon as it rings. Nightingale's ability in W2, however, is a function of his having opposing inclinations, and in itself this doesn't show that Nightingale in WI, without the opposing inclinations, is able to do otherwise. IV. Free To Act Indefensibly, Free To Act Crazily
Thus far we have argued against the restrictivist's argument that in cases of unopposed inclination the agent is not free to do otherwise. We believe that the same considerations apply, mutatis mutandis, to the argument concerning unreflective actions. Thus, we believe that we have pointed to a way of salvaging the intuition that, even if Beta were true, individuals are often free to do otherwise in contexts of unopposed desire and unreflective action. Now let us turn to van Inwagen's parallel argument concerning indefensible actions.
Having developed the criticism of the argument pertaining to unopposed desire, it is now extremely simple to explain what is wrong with the argument concerning indefensible actions. In fact, our objection to the argument concerning indefensible actions is precisely the same as the objection to the argument concerning unopposed desires.
Recall that van Inwagen adduces (CI) in support of premise (2) of the argument:
(CI) If X regards A as an indefensible act, given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he has no way of getting further relevant information, and if he lacks any positive desire to do A, and if he sees no objection to not doing A (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then X is not going to do A (p. 407).
Given that van Inwagen adduces (C1) in support of (2), it is clear that he is interpreting the second premise of the argument in the following way:
(2) N, X (X regards A as an indefensible act and X lacks any desire to do A D X does not do A).
To proceed as above. (C1) can be interpreted so as to claim that the following state of affairs is not possible: that X regards A as indefensible, has no desire to perform A, and performs A. But (C 1), so interpreted, does not imply (2). Alternatively, (C1) could be interpreted so as to claim that if X regards A as indefensible and X lacks any desire to do A, then X cannot do A. But, so interpreted, (C1) is false, insofar as X can (in the relevant temporal interval) generate the desire in question.
But in the context of unopposed desire discussed above, it is not supposed that the agent believes that the act in question is indefensible. Might this belief constitute an obstacle to generating a reason (or desire of the sort discussed above) to perform the act? That is, is the context of indefensible acts relevantly different from the contexts of unopposed desire and unreflective action?
The examples adduced by van Inwagen in support of (C1) suggest that morally indefensible actions do have some special status such that one literally is unable to bring oneself to desire to do (and to do) them.30 To make this point, van Inwagen begins with an example presented by Daniel Dennett in which Dennett makes the claim that he is unable to torture innocent victims for small sums of money.31 Van Inwagen observes that the point of the example is not so much that Dennett would not be able to torture these innocents if he so chose, but rather that, given Dennett's character, he simply is unable to make such a choice (and, presumably, unable to generate the relevant desire). Van Inwagen wishes to extend this line of reasoning to show that he also could not slander a colleague to prevent that colleague's appointment to Chairman of the Tenure Committee, and similarly that none of us could do anything that he considers indefensible. Now, we certainly grant that there may be some actions-call them "unwillable" actions-which a particular agent literally cannot bring himself to choose to do (and to do); and some (although not necessarily all) of these unwillable actions may be ones that are morally indefensible.32 Indeed, Dennett's example of torturing innocents seems to be just such a case. We wish to emphasize, however, that it does not follow from an action's being morally indefensible that it is unwillable. That is, we suggest that the Dennett/van Inwagen point here gains plausibility from their focusing on a proper subset of the relevant cases: those morally indefensible actions which are also unwillable. But an indefensible action is not eo ipso unwillable. Thus, we wish to block the move from the specific case of one's not being able to torture innocents to the general claim that "no one is able to perform an act he considers morally reprehensible" (p. 405).
We believe that there can be cases in which an agent believes that an act is morally indefensible and nevertheless has a desire to perform it (of the sort mentioned above) and indeed successfully acts on this desire. And it is in general plausible to suppose that agents have the power to generate this sort of desire. In order to support our claim that the context of indefensible action is not relevantly different from the other two contexts, we present the following examples in which an individual believes that the act in question is indefensible but nevertheless has a desire to perform it and does indeed perform it.
Consider first Augustine's famous account of the theft of pears in his boyhood. Shortly before this passage, Augustine is wondering about the reason for his stealing pears for which he had no desire, and after acknowledging the view that all action must be for the sake of some apparent good, he dismisses this explanation in his own case:
.now that I ask what pleasure I had in that theft, I find that it had no beauty to attract me. It did not even have the shadowy, deceptive beauty which makes vice attractive" (Confessions II, vi, Pine-Coffin translation).
Let my heart now tell you what it sought when I was thus evil for no object, having no cause for wrongdoing save my wrongness The malice of the act was base and I loved it-that is to say I loved my own undoing, I loved the evil in me-not the thing for which I did the evil, simply the evil (Confessions II, iv, Sheed translation).
Augustine's reflections are disturbing precisely because they exemplify one man's ability not only to do something he takes to be morally indefensible, but to be drawn to the action precisely because it is so indefensible. This is not to say that Augustine did not see the robbery as having some desirable consequences. He himself admits that he would not have committed the crime had it not been for his companions and the "thrill of having partners in sin" (Confessions II, viii). However, simply because Augustine wanted something from his thieving, this does not show that he saw the thieving as good, or that he believed it conformed to an overall system of values he was willing to defend. A person might see the pilfering of pears as wholly indefensible and still desire to do it, if for no other reason than to assert one's ability to act against moral value. Indeed Augustine's comments suggest that he saw his attraction to evil as being intimately connected to this desire for a perverse sort of freedom and power-a freedom to ignore the Good:
What was it, then, that pleased me in that act of theft? Which of my Lord's powers did I imitate in a perverse and wicked way? Since I had no real power to break his law, was it that I enjoyed at least the pretence of doing so, like a prisoner who creates for himself the illusion of liberty by doing something wrong, when he has no fear of punishment, under a feeble hallucination of power? Here was a slave who ran away from his master and chased a shadow insteadt What an abominationt What a parody of lifet What abysmal deatht Could I enjoy doing wrong for no other reason that that it was wrong? I loved nothing in it except the thieving, though I cannot truly speak of that as a 'thing' that I could love, and I was only the more miserable because of it (Confessions II, vi-viii, Pine-Coffin Translation) A different type of rebellion, but one which expresses a related yearning to flout moral prohibitions, is found in the story of a character quite distinct from St. Augustine: Dostoevsky's Raskalnikov. Recall that at the outset of the story, Raskalnikov is contemplating killing and robbing the old pawnbroker, Alena Ivanovna, and as he does so, he is keenly aware of the evil at hand; he knows such acts are morally reprehensible and he is repulsed by his own musings: "Oh God, how repulsive' Can I possibly, can I possibly.. no, that's nonsense, it's ridiculoust" he broke off decisively "How could such a horrible idea [i e, to rob and murder Ivanovna] enter my mind? What vileness my heart seems capable off The point is, that it is vile, filthy, horrible, horriblet" (Crime and Punishment, I 1)
In spite of this moral aversion, Raskalnikov nonetheless finds that he is able to do the indefensible: he takes a borrowed axe to the head of not only Alena Ivanovna but her sister as well. Later, as he thinks back on the murder and robbery, Raskalnikov dismisses the only reasonable motive for the crime: "If it all has been done deliberately and not idiotically," he ponders, "if I really had a certain and definite object, how is it I did not even glance into the purse and don't know what I had there, for which I have undergone these agonies and have deliberately undertaken this base, filthy, degrading business7" (Crime and Punishment, II.2). Raskalnikov knows that he did not kill the old woman, as a more typical criminal might have, for her money. And later, as he confesses to Sonya, the deeper motivation behind the crime comes out: "I realized then, Sonya," he went on enthusiastically, "that power is given only to the man who dares stoop and take it There is only one thing needed, only one-to dare .I wanted to have the courage, and I killed I only wanted to dare, Sonya, that was the only reasont" . "what I needed to find out then, and find out as soon as possible, was whether I was a louse like everybody else or a man, whether I was capable of stepping over the barriers or not Dared I stoop and take the power or not?" "Listen when I went to the old woman's that time, it was only to test myself Understand thatt" (Crime and Punishment, V 5) Raskalnikov's remarks are of interest to us because they give an example of a man who (1) knows that robbery and murder are morally indefensible, (2) is not driven to perform these acts in the pursuit of some good which can be separated from the crime itself, and (3) nonetheless does rob and murder two people. Indeed, what is most important about Raskalnikov for our purposes, is that, given a straightforward reading, he seems drawn to murder the aging pawnbroker, precisely to see if he can do it: He wants to discover if he has the power to ignore moral prohibitions; he wants to know if he is free to do the morally indefensible.33
What is striking about the crimes of both Augustine and Raskalnikov is that, unlike a more mundane robbery in which the wrongdoing is merely a means to material gain, the motive behind their crimes is inextricably bound up with a desire to do wrong and to flout moral constraints. This is not to say that the motivations of Augustine and Raskalnikov can be assimilated in every respect. Whereas Augustine seeks the freedom to do evil in order to rebel against the good, Raskalnikov seeks this freedom to show that he is beyond good and evil. But the crucial point for our discussion is that both men claim to do what the restrictive incompatibilist says they cannot-freely perform an act that is perceived by the agent to be morally indefensible.
We have argued, then, that the context of indefensibility is not relevantly different from the context of (say) unopposed desire: an agent can generate a certain sort of desire to perform an action even though he believes that the action is morally indefensible. Thus, our critique of van Inwagen's argument about contexts of unopposed desire (and unreflective action) can be extended to apply to his argument about contexts of indefensible actions. Someone might object that our examples only pertain to contexts in which agents believe that the relevant actions are morally indefensible, rather than indefensible from some broader (perhaps "all-things-considered") perspective.34 But it is clear that van Inwagen has in mind the notion of moral indefensibility. Further, if the broader notion of indefensibility were employed, this would substantially reduce the incidence of contexts of indefensibility (thus vitiating the restrictivist's claim that we are rarely free to do otherwise). Finally, we do not see why individuals cannot generate desires (perhaps they would be "weak-willed desires") to do things which they consider to be indefensible, all things considered.
Before leaving the question of whether or not we are free to act indefensibly, we want to consider a final worry about such freedom which is suggested by two interesting examples recently formulated by Susan Wolf. Wolf asks us to consider what it would mean for an agent to have the ability to act against everything he believes in and cares about:
It would mean, for example, that if the agent's son were inside a burning building, the agent could just stand there and watch the house go up in flames. Or that the agent, though he thinks his neighbor a fine and agreeable fellow, could just get up one day, ring the doorbell, and punch him in the nose One might think that such pieces of behavior should not be classified as actions at all-that they are rather more like spasms that the agent cannot control If they are actions they are very bizarre, and an agent who performed them would have to be insane Indeed, one might think he would have to be insane if he had even the ability to perform them For the rationality of an agent who could perform such irrational actions as these must hang by a dangerously thin thread.35
Before directly discussing these examples, a word of qualification is in order. Wolf originally presents these examples to illustrate what it would mean for an agent's actions not to be determined by any interests whatsoever. One of the points she is making, if we have understood her properly, is that a person whose actions weren't determined by any interests could hardly be said to be acting at all. Rather his behavior, since it did not reflect any interests or intention, would seem more like spasms or the bizarre movements of an insane person. Understood in this fashion Wolf's claim is certainly unobjectionable; indeed, this insight seems merely to reflect the (alleged) conceptual truth discussed above that all behavior, if it is to be considered action at all, must reflect some pro-attitude.
Our interest in Wolf's examples comes from another more substantive claim which is also suggested by her examples and subsequent comments; this is the suggestion that anyone who even had the ability to perform indefensible acts (like allowing her children to burn, or punching her neighbor in the nose for no good reason) would have to be insane. This claim is not the trivial one that anyone whose bodily movements did not reflect her interests would be insane; rather it is the more interesting and substantive claim that anyone who even had the ability to act against all seemingly good interests would be insane. A similar sentiment is found in the following passage by Daniel Dennett: "But in other cases, like Luther's, when I say I cannot do otherwise I mean I cannot because I see so clearly what the situation is and because my rational control faculty is not impaired. It is too obvious what to do; reason dictates it; I would have to be mad to do otherwise, and since I happen not to be mad, I cannot do otherwise."36 Both Wolf and Dennett seem inclined to slide from the claim that 'doing X would be crazy' to a stronger claim that 'anyone who had the ability to do X would be crazy'. If this "Wolf/Dennett slide" were correct, then, since most of us are not crazy, it would seem to follow that most of us are not able to act in a crazy, indefensible manner-a conclusion which the restrictive incompatibilist would of course welcome.
We think the conclusion reached via the Wolf/Dennett slide is false. In fact, a strategy similar to the one used earlier to expose the fallacy in van Inwagen's arguments also can be deployed here to make clear the problem with this slide. The conclusion that sane people are not free to do insane things is supposed to follow from the claim that it is not possible for someone to do something that is crazy without actually being crazy. But there are two ways to interpret this claim. On one interpretation, the claim is true, but it fails to support the desired conclusion; on the other interpretation, the conclusion does follow, but the claim is false.
On the first interpretation, the initial claim is construed to mean that the following state of affairs is not possible: that an agent be sane and perform a crazy action. So interpreted the claim may be true, but it certainly does not imply the conclusion that no sane person has the ability to act crazily. In order to reach this conclusion, the initial claim needs to be strengthened so as to claim that if an agent is sane then it is not possible for her to do crazy things. But so interpreted the claim seems false. After all, what reason is there to think that the mere ability to act crazily should call one's rationality into question?
With respect to other vices, it is customary to accept a distinction between having an ability and exercising it. For example, having the ability to eat and drink to excess does not imply that one is intemperate; nor does having the ability to flee from the battlefield, a coward make. Indeed this distinction seems applicable to a wide range of character traits-having the ability to act generously does not make one generous, having the ability to act dishonestly does not make one a liar, and so forth. The point here is simply that having the power to act in a certain way does not entail that someone is the type of person who will act that way. And given this general fact, why should we expect the case to be otherwise with indefensible actions like punching one's neighbor for no good reason?37 Why should simply having the ability to act crazily render one crazy? Why should there be this asymmetry between the "ability to act crazily" and other dispositional notions?
An example might be helpful here. A traditional view has it that if we have a free will at all, we must have a perfect, God-like free will. Roughly the idea behind the view is that whereas there can be impediments to action-i.e., one can be unable to act in accordance with one's will-there cannot be any impediments to willing.38 We raise this view not to defend it, but rather to assume, for the purposes of this example, that it is true. (If one prefers science fiction and fantasy to tradition, then simply imagine that you happen upon a magical ring, and after placing it on your finger, you discover that it has bestowed upon you the infinitely free will described by the traditional view above: a will that enables you to choose or not choose any option you desire irrespective of your morals or best interests). Now one thing should be clear: simply because the range of your choices has been increased (thanks to the ring), your ability to listen to reason has not been decreased. Having this freedom does not somehow mute the voice of conscience, or leave you with no way to know which course of action is the most rational; it merely gives you the ability to pick a less optimal path if you so will. Like the motorist who reaches a junction from which she can take either a scenic parkway heading directly toward her destination, or a one-lane dirt road that crawls through acres of sanitary landfill in the wrong direction, you more than likely will pick the most reasonable alternative. But surely we won't judge the motorist to be crazy simply because she is at a junction were she can choose a route which is not in her interests, and neither should we judge you crazy simply because you have the power to choose against your interests.
"Still"-one might complain-"being at a crossroads scarcely shows that one is free to turn as she pleases. After all, no sane motorist ever will take the dirt path, and similarly no sane person ever will knowingly act against her interests. Indeed having the freedom to act this way would appear to be less a blessing than a curse; for why would anyone ever want the ability to behave in such a contrary fashion? It short it would seem that the power to act both irrationally and immorally, if we have it at all, is hardly as much of an ability, as it is a disability-a character flaw which needs to be overcome."39 Two points are raised by this worry. One is easily dealt with; the other broaches a broader issue which we can only touch upon in the context of this discussion. As to the first point-that a sane motorist will never actually choose the dirt road, and a sane person will never actually act against her best interests-we can agree that in most cases this is true.40 Nevertheless, as we saw above, the fact that someone never will act against her interests does not entail that she cannot do so. For surely there is nothing incoherent about a person having a power which she never exercises. Having given this response, however, we are lead straightaway to the second, more complicated worry: why would a sane person ever want to have a power that she will never exercise, especially a power to act against all of her morals and best interests?4' But, lamentably, to ask whether we would want to have something is, of course, not the same as asking whether we have it, for it might turn out that we have the freedom to act indefensibly even though this is hardly a freedom we would like to have. Hence, this worry cannot aid the restrictive incompatibilist in securing his position.42
The Wolf/Dennett slide is a slide, and it is not well-motivated; the fact that doing X would be crazy does not (in itself and without further argumentation) imply that anyone who had the ability to do X would be crazy. Just as agents with the power to be gluttonous need not be gluttons, agents with the power to act crazily need not be considered crazy.
V. Restrictive Incompatibilism and Moral Responsibility: Tracing
Thus far we have argued that incompatibilists need not accept the restrictive incompatibilist's claim that "rarely, if ever, is anyone able to do otherwise than he in fact does." But what if our criticisms have not persuaded? What if incompatibilists still believe that they are conceptually committed to the thesis of restrictive incompatibilism? In closing we want to entertain this possibility and in particular to direct our attention to the following question: how would an incompatibilist account of moral responsibility be affected if one were convinced that most of the time we are not able to do otherwise? Answering this question will show that, even if incompatibilists did not find our previous objections compelling, they should wish they had.
As we mentioned at the outset of this paper, the restrictive incompatibilist identifies himself with what van Inwagen terms the 'classical tradition.' This tradition holds that there is an intimate connection between free will and moral responsibility, such that if there were no free will-if nobody were ever able to do otherwise-then there would be no moral responsibility. This requirement does not, of course, mean that there aren't particular instances in which a person might still be held accountable even though at the time of the action he was unable to do otherwise. (Van Inwagen's example of the drunk driver is such a case). However, it does suggest that any state of affairs for which we are responsible must be able to be traced back to some prior free action. To capture this "tracing" principle van Inwagen offers the following rule:
An agent cannot be blamed for a state of affairs unless there was a time at which he could so have arranged matters that that state of affairs not obtain (p. 419) This type of principle does not bode well for any incompatibilist who feels compelled to accept the restrictivist's conclusions, but still hopes to remain within the classical tradition. Remember the restrictive incompatibilist must hold that there are only three situations in which we are able to do otherwise: Buridan cases, cases in which duty conflicts with inclination, and situations of conflict between incommensurable values. Conjoin this premise with the above tracing principle, and now the restrictive incompatibilist is committed to showing that all states of affairs for which we are responsible can be traced back to one of these three kinds of situations. But why should we think that everything for which we are responsible can be traced back to some free choice between equally attractive alternatives, duty and inclinations, or incommensurable values?
The most promising strategy for the incompatibilist to adopt at this point is to argue that these kinds of conflict situations are precisely the ones through which our characters are formed; hence, we can accept his theory and still be responsible for all states of affairs which come about as a result of actions that are produced by our characters. In the end, however, even this strategy must fail. Much of our character results from the habituation we receive in early life, and these portions of our character don't seem to be necessarily connected with situations of conflict between duty, inclinations, or incommensurable values.
Consider a young woman, call her Betty, who has spent all of her life in a small, rural community. Like most of the citizens of her town, Betty's family is still proud to be American, and over the years Betty has gradually, almost imperceptibly, internalized a certain degree of patriotism. Being raised mostly during the apathy of the Reagan years, Betty has never been in any situation where her mild patriotism has come into conflict with any of her short-term inclinations or other values. Indeed she has never given the matter much thought-for Betty, being a loyal American has come as naturally as flying the flag on Independence Day. Even though this mild patriotism is a fixed feature of Betty's character, the restrictivist must hold that she is not yet responsible for it; he is committed to this view because Betty has not yet been in a conflict situation in which she was able to make a free choice that would have prevented her from having her patriotic disposition. Imagine now that Betty travels abroad for the first time, and through a series of strange coincidences, a singularly incompetent foreign agent mistakes her for a young American soldier who has expressed an interest in selling government secrets. He approaches Betty and asks her, in so many words, to betray her country.
Of course, Betty thinks that treason is morally indefensible; she has a strong desire not to do it, and with scarcely a moment's deliberation she turns down the agent's offer without waiting for any further explanation. For the restrictive incompatibilist, Betty clearly was not able to do anything but what she did. Moreover given that her action resulted from features of her character which in turn could not be traced back to some earlier free decision, it seems that he should say that Betty is not responsible for the ensuing state of affairs that Betty declined to betray her country. But such a conclusion runs directly counter to our actual practices of holding people responsible. Indeed if Betty is not responsible in this case, then it would appear that the restrictivist's position requires that he severely limit the domain of moral responsibility, for a great many of our everyday actions result from other character traits and dispositions which, like Betty's patriotism, are not able to be traced back to one of these situations of conflict between duty and inclination or between incommensurable values.
Of course, the restrictive incompatibilist might object that Betty really is responsible for her disposition to patriotism. "Undoubtedly"-the argument goes-"there must have been many more small conflict situations in her life than you have allowed for (or she is even aware of), and these situations taken together account for her present disposition." However, to make such a concession would prove fatal to the restrictivist's position, for it would undermine his central thesis that rarely, if ever, are we in one of these situations in which we are free to do otherwise. Thus, we leave the restrictive incompatibilist with a dilemma: either accept a severe restriction on the range of states of affairs for which we can be held morally accountable, or else reject the claim that most of the time we are unable to do otherwise. Van Inwagen claims that restrictive incompatibilism can be embedded within a traditional approach to moral responsibility via a tracing theory; we have argued this claim is false.
VI. Conclusion
We have not in this paper intended to argue for incompatibilism, nor have we attempted to explain how the will can be free in an indeterministic world. Rather, we have tried to make several more minimal points. First we sought to undermine the restrictive incompatibilist's position by challenging van Inwagen's initial claim that "if one accepts Beta, one should be an incompatibilist, and if one is an incompatibilist, one should accept Beta" (p. 405). In particular we presented an argument to show that accepting Beta is not a necessary condition of incompatibilism. (In passing we also cited several compatibilist strategies which allege that accepting Beta is not a sufficient condition of incompatibilism.) The argument that one can be an incompatibilist without having to accept Beta has ramifications beyond the scope of our discussion of restrictive incompatibilism. If incompatibilism can be secured without explicitly using Beta, then a recent trend-exemplified by Slote-which sees a deep family resemblance among various formulations of the argument for incompatibilism and which hopes to undermine them all by questioning the validity of Beta must be seen to have a more limited scope than its proponents might previously have hoped.
Second, we argued that even if an incompatibilist does accept Beta, he need not accept the restrictivist's thesis that one rarely, if ever, is free to do otherwise. Specifically we challenged the restrictivist's claim that persons are unable to (1) perform actions they consider morally indefensible, (2) refrain from performing actions which they strongly desire to perform, and (3) refrain from performing actions which they take to be the only sensible thing to do. In connection with these arguments we questioned a slide (suggested in the writings of Wolf and Dennett) which sought to move from the claim that 'doing X would be crazy' to the stronger conclusion that 'anyone who can do X must be crazy'.
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